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In the seventies, Wallerstein and Anderson became familiar with the each other's research: they wrote, offered advice on books, and Anderson even taught a few courses in Binghamton at Wallerstein 's invitation. Yet from their departure on the unit of analysis, their overall perspectives on world history and current events remain dissimilar. Wallerstein, unlike Anderson, chooses not to self-identify as a Marxist and has been skeptical of Marxism's stress on the bourgeois revolutions. Wallerstein also believes that the capitalist world-economy, as a closed totality, will collapse from the cumulative impact of its own contradictions; from there, individuals and movements can shape how the next world-system or -systems will function. Anderson contends that capitalism today is strong, although he concedes it could fall apart in time.
In our conversation Wallerstein Certainly, it was the moment of the first series. Perry changed his position from being a kind of strong optimist to being a strong pessimist. And that infuses his writings since 2000, more or less. And since then, New Left Review has become more catholic in its taste, shall I say? I've just had occasion to look at that the other day, and I've over the years written ten articles for New Left Review. It's quite a bit. I suppose it's the journal I've published in the most, except for Review, my own journal. So, I certainly think of New Left Review as a journal which speaks to left intellectuals around the world. It is its function, but it has a scholarly tone: the articles are serious articles.
GW: You two are also similar in that you announced you were originally planning on four volumes. Anderson's first two came out in the same year. You've released four so far and plan to write more. But it seems to me , in looking at your later writings, if you were to add up some of them, that those would comprise the final volumes.
IW: Well, the fourth volume only deals with what I call the long nineteenth century. 6 And in the preface to the fourth volume I explain why there's going to be a fifth , and maybe a sixth, and maybe a seventh, if I survive that long. Okay? So, the project is going forward. His project is, to all effects and purposes, stuck. He was supposed to write another volume on the bourgeois revolutions, and he never wrote it. And I don't think he ever will, but that's just my view. But it's also most people 's views. And he publishes, incessantly, right? He writes essays of all kinds. But you're perfectly right that in my other writings I have dealt with the material that will be in volume five, and maybe six, and so forth. And maybe I don't need to write it, but it isn't done as systematically, and as I think as persuasively as it should be done. So, if I were to die tomorrow, my views on the twentieth century, and even on the twenty-first, exist in all kinds of articles. But the volume doesn't exist. So I will try. GW: Why is it that you think, and that others think, that Anderson won't complete that project? IW: Well, he has given courses on the bourgeois revolution. He used to give a course at one point at Binghamton on that. But he's never written it. I myself don't think much of the concept of the bourgeois revolution, let me put it that way. But I think he's going to have a difficult time demonstrating its pervasiveness across the world beyond what he and most people take as the classical examples, which are the British, the French, and maybe the American. I don't think it's doable. And he's too smart a fellow. You know, he is one of the most careful authors the world knows. He's one of the few people who won't let you record his talks. Absolutely refuses, because he doesn't want anything to come out that isn't his finished version. So he works on it, and works on it, and works on it. The two volumes he did publish were originally one volume, and he was persuaded by his colleagues at the N ew Left Review that it was too immensely thick and so forth. And so he broke it down into two volumes. But he won't publish on the bourgeois revolution until it's his definitive view. And he's not going to make it. I have always had the feeling that when I get to the point where I am ninety-five percent convinced of my own point of view, I publish it. He has to be one-hundred percent. It century, but it's the first time in human history where there's only one historical system on the planet at a given time. And that does change a lot of things.
GW: You write a lot about opening up the social sciences, making them more accessible, reducing the duplicative research from one field to another. Is this something that came out of your writings from the 1970s?
IW: I became more and more interested in the epistemological questions when I saw that a lot of critiques were based on epistemological assumptions which I realized I didn't share. And so I began to be more interested in these questions, already in the late 1970s, but I suppose also in the 1980s, which was my first contact with Prigogine. 9 That was something of an intellectual breakthrough , and then I felt one had to face up to this intellectual crisis of knowledge systems that is part of the structural crisis of the world-system. So I began to write on that. And then I got involved in setting up the Gulbenkian Commission and put out the book , Open the Social Sciences. 10 I say that I write in three different domains, and one of them is on the basic epistemological issues and overcoming the concept of the two cultures.
11 I think it is a new one, in the sense 'new,' it only dates from the middle of the eighteenth century and is under serious challenge today, and hopefully won't exist twenty, thirty, forty years from now. But it's a big battle. A lot of people, I'd say even most people, are defending the legitimacy of the distinction. IW: Well, that was certainly a major element in creating the ambiance in which world-systems analysis could come forward. Absolutely, because it undermined the hegemony of centrist liberalism, and it opened up all sorts of questions about forgotten peoples, and so forth. All of this raised a good deal of skepticism about classical political and economic explanations. I certainly had many of those ideas earlier, but in a more confused way. GW: You once described yourself as a kind of heretic for social science at the time. 12 Was there something about being at Columbia, or sociology at Columbia, that made it more acceptable to branch out? And did it reach a point where it was difficult to be there? IW: Well, sure, I was. I was a product of Columbia sociology, but I was also a heretic. Columbia sociology in the 1950s was the center of the world. It thought of itself, and was thought of, as the center of sociological world. And it had a very strong point of view. But within that framework, they were somewhat tolerant. So, they tolerated me, because I was a good scholar, and because I was one of the family. But a number of years later, Paul 
